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) FACULTY CONSULTING: . I '\
. =7 |
Issues in Academic Policy Developmen¥\

.
4

Outside consulting is a fascinating topic'for discus idn'and‘

a difficylt one in which to develop a broad pollcy th t, when
, articulated in more detall,lls equitable to the 1nstLtu 1on y(I
and its faculty and acceptable to its many publics and f\nanc1al

supporters. Such a policy must balance a broad range of utlEs,;
[y i '
responsibilitles,'and incentives in a manner which is logl al ;-

\’}
internally consistent, and reasonably satisfactory to all c0n—'3

cerned. It must take into account the character, tradition andn

objectives 'of the lnstitution; recogn;%e faculty independ@nce}
encourage indivfdual responsibility in a colleéial sebting?'
and should be workable in practice. It should not require
department chairmen and senior institutional officers to take
' on an additional burden of making éolomon—like judgments_ép.

yet another area which is fraught with possibilities foy'mis; )

taken judgments and thg establishment of unfbrtunate precedents.

s ~>

. ('Y . .
‘The question of how to address outside consulting by faculty .
. members in any detall has arisen comparatively recegfly E?
hlgher;educatlon, largely I believe as a by-producgg%f the

- helghtenéd}lnterest -of the out51de world in- the institutions'
,allocationsu§f‘their resources, the bases for those decisions, -

”

‘ g
n

land the adequacy of the processes by which they are'accounted,
’ }

for" 1 ‘ _ : . . . } o >
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/ As the faculty are the most valuaﬁle, the most v1s1ble, and' B
d “o -
| the most 1mportant of the 1nst1tutlon s tesources, 1t foilows

f - \ . . : .
Y ‘ 7 . i
3

that, in a general atmosphere of great@y 1ncreased 1nterest 1n

institutional accountablllty, there should. be a grow1ng 1nterest
> - LR
in theéftllizatlon and deployment of that fesourqe. o

‘_‘

* To beglq this afEernoon s d1scuss1on, I shall try to extract from

‘a prlvate university's experience a number of universals whlch

are appliéable'to both public as well as privat institutions 'in
.consxderlng policles toward outside consulting by faculty members;

[ " !
C ‘Laterton,ul understand,” Mr. Peairs will rpise with you some addi- |

"tional basic issues in policy development and application in

2

N . ‘}. . ) . .
faculty governance' and compensation. ‘

- .-

iy . . o

“d

» a ' - |
» , Perhaps §§good way to begln this d1§cuss1on o%xoutside consult- |
ing is to rem}nd éursd‘yes that outslde consulting for faculty :

) 'members is regarded by many institutions as a 'privilege uniqueLy

, E P ,
* available ‘to the faCUlty. ‘It is generally expressed as belng
limited to the equivalent'of'one day per week. Instltutlonal ﬁ&
? policies differ on,the extent to which prior approval must be

——

sought and the degree to whlch outside consulting engagements

‘must be reported after the faot

; .
,j . . ! .
~ ’

It is also useful to keep in mind that academic consulting ﬁ

) e

policies_with Which 1 am familiar 'are unique in their liberality " j#i

&,

.as ~compared w1th those of other 1nst1tutlons in our society. '{

s ,_?,,
. - Non-profit and not-for- proflt labpratorles, GOCOs,'and 1ndustr1al
Ao

3 - £ 4
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research organizations have policfies,which tend to severely re-
strict consulting opportunities or'thé}r employees. This unique-. \
ness places a special burden on b th.iﬂstitutional officers as-:

welllas faculty.members themselves to develop, afticulate, and

‘mah ge the exercise,bf this privilege in ways which will be, and

appear to be, respénsibleﬂand resbdnsive to the best interests of

tﬁf institution, the faculty, and 'those who support and are con-

2

cerned for the welfare and nR:fishment.of higher educatien.

¢ , \ ,
' ' : . ’ . -

Until comparatively recently, most insfitutions hawe found it =~
sufficient to have relatively brief statements on outside con3‘

sulting in their faculty handbooks or- administrative manuals. . 4}.
. ' . r B

Many of these statements confine themselves to placing a "ohe

. \
day per week" limitation on outside consulting. Others simply

b4 . .
i Statglthat care must, be'exercised in outside consul€ation ta ot
avoid conflicts of interest4and calendar conflicts in meeting :.in-
stitutional responsibilities. Dégénding on how-the cbnsultiné
prefogativé is viewed in terﬁs of faculty compensation, insti-
tutions may or may notorequire a ¥ormal application'for‘releége

time for consulting during periods of full time appointmean

I

{gﬁé :l lg!h ., _ . .: .+

Experience sugqests such simple formulations are -adequate guide-
: lines for most faculty hembers. On the other hand, és_the

guestions Before our society becpme ever more comblex and rami-

fying, the aemaﬁd for exper£ guidance'by faculty spécialists

appears to be both increasing and involving a greater number

3 ~
.
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of disciplines. Increasihgly,,advice'is being sought from

specialists in the behavorial, social and physical sciences.

\

)
L

. From an institutional policy pointtlof view, the difficulty lies

>

in the application of a simple and general formulatian in particular

instances. \When a spec%fic case is brought to an . institutional
) : '

officer's attention for review and adjudication, one-can quickly

»

» N

. get into a host of detailed questions for which general policy
statements sth as those which I have mentioned earlier

ittle-utility in providing guidance for answers.

5

What, for example, is a week? 1Is it a five day week, a six

(\day week, or a seven day week? Consideration of this question

raises a host of basic quéstions as to institutional expectations

*

of faculty§membefs with full time appointments. As mahy, if not

v

most, faculty members have irregular schedules of activities which
are difficult to separate and do not confine themselves to the
8 to 5 compercial cencept, considerable care needs to be given

to ﬁh? answer' that is given in response. .

T
el

. : - ,r"- ¥l : ) E
) Answers to this basic question can vary, depending. on the institu-

tion's expectations of its faculty members on full time,appointmean

‘Our view has been that a full time faculty member -i5 on dyty or .on”
. ) - . ’

s :
call for whatever time- is redﬁ&red to fulfill his$ or her {respdnsi-
. bilities to the university duripng the appointment perjod. For pur-.

péses of informing a consulting policy, we have narrowed that con-

cept to consider -the academic quarter aS\Fﬁe appointmént'period and
. . ‘. B 1Y , .

°© ~



-~ . ‘. r
to'réach a judgment that the equivalent of one day per week is an

. " ’ . , : : 4
appropriate maximum to be available for outside»Consulting at the

) - A
| i

full-time fac_»t‘f mbe; s optlon, assuming the faculty member can

‘%éfalg? so- that primary obllgatlons to the

un1Ver51t.,Ga ~jﬂ@§.effec%1vely in the remalnlng time.

d . . . ' et - .-

'For,pnrposeS‘offi'r lsterlng the policy, we concluded that six days

. per week is e llkely_max1mum number avallable for profe551onal ac-
: ,
t1v1t1es, and that one of' these could be allocated to consulting

activities for calCulation purposes in specific casés.

4

.

The.point I make is'that it does not So much matter what the ex-

pectatlon is but that it be considered carefully before respond-

-
/

ing to the whatlls a week" question. -

.

. s
.

Hav1ng cleared those w1ckets, one then can proceed to the questlon{;
2 .

. ) ? What is a day or 1ts equivalent? For most profe551onals, 1nclud1ng

'faculty members, it is cleagiy not eight hours in duration.)JIs it
A .
nine? Is it.-ten?- Is it twelve? Can one say with somé"éertainty
that an average professional's working day typlcalf} does not.
exceed 12 hours, or should it be 13 or 147 What is a reasonable

%

‘

. .

'hours/day standard for many profe551onal consultlng engagements

/

where the consultant bills by the hour Aas contrasted Wlth others

who are retained by the day? Our dlscu551ons suggest an appro-

* iprIate resolution of fthe questlon Jfor this ‘purpose would be, as’ a
k4

'matter of Judgment, to set 120 hours as the- approprlate max1mum

quarterly llmlt for those ,Wwhose consulting activities are expressed
S




‘' .~ o

in terms of hours, rather than to pursue a hour-to-day conversion:

~ ; formula. . B

-Again for illustration, an example of a related question comes to

mind:. whether one counts travel time in the computation of a cor=.

sulting day. Given that the objectiQe is to achieve equity,

‘consider for a moment two cases. Case one: an education pro-

N

fessor spends an evening a week consulting with a local school»

district governing board qn'its curriculum requirements. Case
two: an educationsprofessor commutes to the East coast two

” . ‘ ) . ‘ .

days a morith to perforﬂ}the same service for a.large metropolitan

school board and uses the airplane time to grade papers, prepare

lecture notes and do ipstitutional committee paper work. How much
S ; . ‘

. time has'each'professor spent in consulting? What is an equitable
measurement that will fit hoth cases? i ; \
’ NN .ok kK St

( . . " B - . N
a} e : IS : t
As result of a small number,of such spec1f1c cases hav1ng come L

- ! / «

' to our attentlon for review, we. rath%r quxckly found ourselves

e

consxderlng what appeared at ohe p01nt to be an almoet endless

A
r;,, 13

seripes of complex questions of thlS character, and concluded that
. ] ‘ . :
thete was a compelllng priority for clarifying our lelcy to im- %;"\
n P C ..
prove the understandlng and appchatlon of what=was 1ntended \"'ﬁ
N 0 [ ,} ) . 0 l
Q . i . . ) . . o A}

) e . !

) N -We‘ﬂurther conclgded that the essence. of the question‘i:s7howE
§ 9 ‘
to flnd a proper balance,amgngst incentives on a number of ¢

[Ei] i

- S lgvels, and to seek to strlke that balance 1n a way that would

[ o
i :

be as 51mple andfstralghtforward as possxbley would be rélatlvely .
LI ' o ' !

»
I




. for the University.

;formal reporting and review (not~to mention file storage) costs

- !
'

The-incentives to be ba anced include teaching, research, ad-
3

\
ViSing, institutionalv erviece on committees at various levels,

'public service (1nclu_1ng service on Federal panels and adVisory

i

/

'boards) and the need/to provide encouragement for facurty

members to keep up with develooments in their fields through
. . . . i i
service to-professional sogieties in their OJwn disciplines.

. ’ -
L.

We believeioutsideﬁéonsulting;is to be encouraged.' Outside,
consulting has the/important benefit.of_keepingﬂfaculty members
current with realf;orld problems, providing them experiences

. ' &
whicH not .only benefit them profeSSionally but enhance the :

value of their teachiﬁg and institutionally- based research v It

can also materially a551s§;iﬁ£developing theSis topics and, on
0 sag 0 VN

Qccasion, contribute to fpwﬁéﬁﬁ%ﬁxk experience and post—degree

employment opportunitied* ‘";udents ¢ It must be clearly

\

integrated into the totality of the other® obligations of, the 4
faculty member, and in a way that does not detract from in-

centives to discharge these okther important responsibilities,

, .
The attraction of extra compensation and additional professional

R
recognition inherent in external. consulting\qpportunities can be

powerful stimuli, SO an %Srly conclUSion was that ip clarlfying

- -

the outside consulting policy we should establish a "disincentive"
' L e 9 o ‘

-~ .. P )

- P
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upper limit'én the amount of time a faculty member could engage
1n such activities. The disincentive limit should be consistent

) - with overall institutional exp&ctations of the faculty as well as

L

the earlier "one day a week rule". It wOuld be de51rable if it

were inclusiye of the preponderance of current understanding;and,
v . B .
practice, to the.extent that is consistent with institutional obli- '

»

gations. If these criteria can reasonably be met in setting
a more sbecificJ?hnit, the field of exception -cases requiring

. ’
management time in prospective reviews can be narrowed cogsider-

ably, so that the neegls for prior consultation and a detailed
' : ! ! e !

reporting burden for the normative consulting load are abbre- A

' ' < v ) , “ }
viated. : ©
\ ! - °
. v .
We believe our policy now meets these criteria. It now pre-

scribes the disincentive limit on Outside consulting as not more
) than -the equiveignt of 13 deys ber academic Quarter Witnout a
priori’consultation and, depending on the ozerage, special
A /
arrangements. .

+
-~ X

%fter considerable thought and further 1nterna1 consultatlon 1F

reached the conclu51on/to recommend thlS upper llmlt 1nc1u51ve'
] 8’

of University holidays, student vacation periods and the like.

.we arrived at this position on the basis-that the Qniversity‘s
\ average academic guarter is 13 wseks in duration, that our faculty.
eppointments'are geared to the guarter system} and the basic
temporal rhythm of the Unlver51ty is the .academic quarter. We
_went on to develop a formula for those concerned to use in de-
. 10

3 ) g




termining whether or not'specific'instances fell withfn the dis-
-t

incentive 1limit. We are now 1n the final stages(of artlculatlng

some addltlonal gu1de11nes on the more significant related ques-

tions of interpretation, such as service on outside boards of

directors. 4

@,

Having "framed in" a basic approach to the guestion of how to

»

think about outside- consulting, we then put it aside and went

. back to considex in detail the relation of outside consulting

- to the institutionay resbonsibilities of faculty members to
teaching, research; university service, public service, and Qro-'
fessional affiliations. As a result of cc siderable discussion

and thought, Vice-Provost for Research Wil iamQMassy published -

’

an internally-developed paper, on the duties of professors

and the responsibilities of the University,'which provides a

philosophical basis.for regarding these questions in the context

-

'
of our institution's traditions, objectives and imperatives.

Aftér a great deal of hard thlnklng, 1£¥ernal consultatlon and ‘

» I

dlscuss1ons with ‘deans, department chalrmen and members of the

fd;hfty qenerally, we believe we are now nearly through the

8
}£§:ﬁﬁwﬁand complex process of deflnltlon, relation, and balance,.

é'

-within the next few weeks to conclude the process and ,

h. the final clarification of our outside consultlng
-

29 v We‘plan,to accompany it with a brief set of specific

o

[y
b,
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¢

administrative gu1delines which we expect Wlll be suf¥1c1ent ',g‘

to provide a degree of cons1stency in interpreting 1t

o

In concluding, I believe this rather strenudus exerc1se has*‘i’ P

value not.only for substantially reduc1ng the difficulthes
posed by occasional insQances of apparent.excess consulting,
but also for clarifying as well' the basic set of understandings

that are the foundation for/the relationship of faculty members

( N ' " N - ' . N - 4
to the institution.\ There is an additional value to the effort:
. .

the conclusions reached can serye as “a.touchsStone for reviewing’
R ?

-
B

other pol;?ies as well when the ‘need arises.

v

.Time Wlll teﬁl whether our efforts have been successful in b

4
s1mpli€¥ing what becam for a time a disproportionately time—

L]
A

consumin complex, and difficult series of policy questions and
judgments. We believe we have been reasonably successful in more
clearly articuléting a policy and developing gquidelines which plgce

outside consultind'in a prdper relationship to the other respon-
N [S

sibilities of faculty members, and that we have done so in a way
which reinforces the concept of individual faculty responsibility,

-and the correlative responsibilities of the University's formal

-

structure.

. e
2

This discuss10h has not dealt with all tﬁ%.fdnﬁamental questions;
and has-barely touched on the many rélated questions ranging‘from
s . . .
.the treatment of "moonlighting" to distinctions:between paid
R . N . B
. 12

' ) * _10— ’ ) a

IS
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and unpaid service on national commissions or review boards,

ihonoraria've%ses'fees, distinctione betweep'ohtside consultation

‘#dnd scholarly publication, or the question of the permissibie
degree of averaging allowable consultind time over an aeademic_
Qeriod er between perioas.J.I have tried, thbugh,:to lay before
you some of the more basic cgasiderations in'both areas as they
occurred to us 'in thinkihg about the éuestien.

: ' ' ’ y ’ T

- - .J-

I would urge the value 'of thinking through the ba51cs Qf the‘

>

Afaculty institutional relatlonshlp as they eglst at each campus,

before either developing or adjﬁstlgg any p011c1esgthat touch

L]

the faculty or the academic process,' i

Ear!.tilley. v i .

January 1977 .



